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Sender: Wain Greenhalgh <wain@cc.telcordia.com>

To: 9-NPRM-CMTS; Wain <h_wain@my-dejanews.com>

Priority: Normal G

Subject: Docket No. FAA-99-5483 = ) “/

The folTowing are my conmments on Dockef No. FAA-1999-5483; Notice No

99-03

| have sone comments that affect several sections of the various

docunents . o .
and some addressing specific sections.

General Areas

Parachute Packing

The proposal is to clarify who is authorized to pack a main parachute
The proposed change would clarify the current practice of using a ?paid
packer?. Wth the proposed change a ?paid packer? nust pack under the
supervision of a certificated rigger. | totally support this proposa
when it comes to packing Tandems or packing for students. However, if
"supervision" is taken to nmean take responsibility for the pack job,
then why not allow a packer to pack under the "supervision" of a rigger
or the person meking the junp. FYl | do not use packers. In 19 years
of junping except as a student | have junped rigs not packed by ne’ less
than 10 times, but | still feel that the person junping the rig shouldsd

be able to make their own decision as to who packs the rig. Every e Lo

experienced junmper has their own preferences on how their parachiye_= r*g';;*

shoul d be packed. This information is provided to the packer by the — c’;,”"ng

junper not by any rigger. o SOm
S0

Acci dent Reporting Requirenents 0 ;5:):’7
m

| feel that accident reporting would be useful to the sport. ) on;i? *‘rrl"'r:n:

problemis with the definition of a serious accident and how do younry
enforce that ?the parachutist involved nust report the accident?.  \at
| read inplies that a broken leg would be considered a serious

acci dent. | know of several situations where a broken |eg has occurred
and no one at the skydiving center has ever known about it. The
skydiver went to the emergency room and then returned home out of

state. | think your conments about a serious accident being deternined
based on length of hospital stay is in the right direction.

Section-by-Section Discussion of the Proposals

In addition to the general areas discussed above | have some comments
about a couple of specific changes.

Section 105.15 item (7)

It states that any request for authorization requires ?The

regi stration number of the aircraft to be used?. This OK when a NOTAM
is being filed but when a request for a denb occurs several days in
advance which aircraft is going to be used nay not yet be known.

Section 105.43
In this section | have several areas of comment

Item (a)
See comments above about Parachute Packing. Al so how does one know or
enforce that the main has been packed within 120 days. Wy have rules




that can not be enforced?

ltem (b) (1)

| feel that this would be the appropriate tine to update this section
to extend the repack cycle to something beyond 120 days. There have
been many recorded instances, some as controlled test, where reserves
that have been packed nuch longer than 120 days have worked with no
problems.  Sonme other countries have longer repack cycles and there
have not been any reported problens. | know one of the argunents
against a longer repack cycle list exanples of riggers finding mjor
problems with reserves when turned in for a repack. They state this as
an exanple of a need for the shorter repack cycle so that these
problens could be found sooner. The other side of the coin is that if
| had not had to have ny reserve repacked the last time, the problem
woul d have never been introduced in the first place. Reserve
manuf act ures have al so been reporting that the life of a reserve is
more dependent on the nunber of repacks than anything else. The fewer
repacks the better the quality of ny reserve. Fromthis | feel that if
| use a reliable rigger ny systemw !l be safer with |ess repacks.

ltem (b) (3) ) i . . :
| find this item on mmintenance of an automatic activation device as
the nost objectional itemin all of the proposed changes.

| am agai nst the manufacturer of my aaD (I have 2 from 2 different
manuf act urers) having carte blanche to force ne into any maintenance
they would like. It is felt that today some of the maintenance
schedul es for AADs are sinply to lessen the liability exposure for the
manuf acturer, not that there is any strong evidence that these
schedules are really required by the equipnent. \Wat checks and bal ance
system would be able to prevent the nanufacture from sinply wanting to
increase their revenue and require additional naintenance. |f there is
a known problemwth a particular piece of equipnent that woul d
endanger the normal operation of ny reserve, | amwlling to support a
recall procedure for corrective action simlar to what happens Poday
when a piece of equipnent is found defective such as the current Vector

cut away housing problem

The initial cost of aaDs though high | amwilling to accept as a |ong
term investment. Sone of the maintenance schedules do not make sense
and add significantly to the cost. Test camber testing at every
repack. This usually requires express shipnment to and from the test
facility in addition to the test cost. New batteries at 2 and 4 year
peri ods. If | did not use the systemfor a year and did not get "ny
batteries replaced until the 3 year date. | still have to get them
repl aced one year later at the 4 year date. W\wy?? This is even if the
sel f checking system says the batteries are good. How does an AAD With
out of date batteries, or turned off, affect whether my reserve will
work for energency use as denponstrated during the TSO eval uation. My
AAD is not a TSO?d piece of equipnent. M/ reserve is TSO?d and. ny
container is TSO?d and the manufacture of "ny container has specified
how an AAD is to be mounted in nmy container. There are no standards
for the manufacturing of an AAD. Until there are enforced standards
for the design and manufacture of AaDs | am agai nst any enforced
mai nt enance schedul e.

Al l owi ng these types of "maintenance schedules" to have the force of

| aw scares me. [f | were to follow all of the "maintenance schedul es"
to the letter | would hate to think how nuch that woul d add to the cost
of a junp. | only make about 130 junps per year. This added cost may

require me to renove at |east one of nmy AADs. Am | safer with my AAD



removed? There was a death in NY state at the end of May 99. This
junmper use to have an AAD installed. He requested his rigger to renove
it shortly after the manufacture increased the maintenance schedul e.

Was he safer w thout an AAD?

| do not have a big objection to requiring AAD mai ntenance on equi pnent
used on Tandens or student rigs. Since in these circunstances the
Tandem passenger or student is not know edgeable as to the operation of
aaDs and therefore is not in a good position to make an inforned
deci si on

Section 105.49 Item (4) (a)
There is no conment allowing the main to be packed by a packer.

Sunmmary

| feel changes to rules should be made for two reasons. [f it has
been shown that there is a problemwith the current rules then they
shoul d be changed. If the technology and/or normal practices of the
sport have changed rules need to be reviewed to be brought in line with
those changes. Accident reporting and communicating wth other

organi zations may need i nprovenment because of the increased |evel of
parachuting activity. Normal practices have changed who packs main
parachutes. The technol ogy associated with reserves has greatly
Improved in the 19 years | have been junping and should be reviewed.
AADs have been around for over 20years and have had manufacture
recomrended nai ntenance schedules. | have had ny aap fail (15 Yrs ago)
with no significant problem The nost conmon AaAD failures are: 1. Not
fire when expected. 2. Fire when not expected. The not firing when
expected situation has no effect on the normal operation of nmy Tso'd
reserve and since the aap is strictly a backup devise does not add to
the normal risk. Firing when not expected can cause an early

depl oynment or a two canopy out situation. Both of these do have a
slight increase in risk. However | have seen AAD mi sfires that have
occurred within days of having the AAD serviced by the manufacture.

The quality of AADs has inproved over the years and would inply |ess of
a need for regulation not more unless it is felt that manufacturing
standards need to be devel oped

H. Wain Geenhal gh
USPA nenber for 18 years.
PRO rating hol der.
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